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Figure 1 (Analysis 1.3)
Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup log[Odds Ratio] SE Weight IV, Random, 95% CI |7}
Altrnan et al, 2014 0304 0127 136% 1.36 [1.06,1.74]
Brandeker & Thordardottiv, 2014 0136 01458 9.0% 1.145][0.84, 1.46]
Core, Chatunvedi & Marinez-Madramia, 2017 nog 0099 21.8% 1.06 [0.87, 1.29]
Duncan & Paradis, 2016 0.04 0418 157% 1.041[0.83,1.31]
Farabolini et al,, 2021 0121 025 3T% 1.13[0.69,1.84]
Gathercole & Masoura, 2005 1 1] Mot estimahble
Gihsonetal, 2014 0313 0143 109% 1.37[1.03,1.81]
kaolak, 2020 0.41 0.z 8.7% 167 [1.13, 2.46]
Ferez-Mavarro, Molinaro, & Lallier (2020) 0065 0125 141% 1.07 [0.84,1.36]
Reid, 20149 0.23r 0.z 8.7% 1.27 [0.86, 1.88]
Total (95% CI) 100.0% 1.18[1.07, 1.29]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=8.32, df= 8 (P=040) F= 4% 0 i]ﬁ Dlz

Testfor overall effect £= 339 (F=0.0007)

Favours [experit

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.3 NWR & Cumulative

exposure.

Figure 2 (Analysis 1.3)
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Funnel plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.3 NWR & Cumulative
exposure.

Figure 3 (Analysis 1.9)
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Funnel plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.9 LE & NWR with
phoneme scoring.
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Figure 4 (Analysis 1.2)

Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup log[Odds Ratio] SE Weight IV, Random, 95% CI |}
Altmanetal, 2014 0304 0127 5.1% 1.36 [1.06, 1.74]
Antonijevic etal, 2018 -0.487 0151 4.2% 0.61[0.45, 0.82]
Brandeker & Thordardottir, 20145 0136 01458 4 0% 1.15[0.84, 1.56]
Core, Chaturvedi & Marinez-Nadramia, 2017 0.06 0.0949 B.3% 1.06 [0.87,1.29]
de Almeida etal, 2017 014 0184 33% 1.15[0.80, 1.648]
Cuncan & Paradis, 2016 n.o4 0118 a.5% 1.04 [0.83,1.31]
Engel de Ahreu etal, 2013 0492 0164 2.8% 1.64 [1.14, 2.26]
Farabolini et al., 2021 0016 025 2.1% 1.02 [0.62, 1.66] =
Gathercole & Masoura, 2004 0299 0114 a.6% 1.35[1.08, 1.69]
Gihzonetal, 20145 0313 0143 4.5% 1.37[1.03,1.81]
Huls, 2017 0205 0151 4.2% 1.23[0.91, 1.65]
kehoe, Poulin-Dubois, & Friend, 2021 0087 0172 3.6% 1.09[0.78, 1.53]
kolak, 2020 -0.014 0.z 2.9% 0.99 [0.67, 1.46] z
Li'el, 2017 0.002 0.205 2.8% 1.00[0.67, 1.50] 3
Limacher, 2014 0036 0.214 2.7% 1.04 [0.68, 1.58] :
Cherg, 2020 0136 0103 G.1% 1.15[0.94, 1.40]
Farra, Hoff & Care 2011 04 0162 3.9% 1.49[1.09, 2.048]
Ferez-Mavarro, Molinaro, & Lallier (2020) 0065 0125 a.2% 1.07 [0.84,1.36]
Feid, 2014 0.237 0.z 2.9% 1.27 [0.86, 1.88]
Sharp & Gathercole, 2013 0321 0154 41% 1.38[1.02, 1.86]
Summers etal, 2010 0051 0134 4.8% 1.05[0.81, 1.37]
Thordardottir & Juliusdottir, 2013 0654 0277 1.8% 1.92[1.12, 3.31]
Tulleretal, 20149 -0.023 0121 5.3% 098 [0.77, 1.24]
Waahtaranta etal., 2020 0178 0127 5.1% 1.19[0.93, 1.53]
Total (95% CI) 100.0% 1.15 [1.06, 1.25]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.02; Chi*=41.01, df= 23 (F=0.01); F= 44%

Testfor overall effect £=3.49 (F=0.000%) a2 i

Favours [experin
Forest plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.2 NWR & LE main effect.

Figure 5 (Analysis 1.2)
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Funnel plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.2 NWR & LE main effect.

Figure 8 (Analysis 1.4)

Odds Ratio Odd:
Study or Subgroup log[Odds Ratio] SE Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Rand
Farabalini et al., 2021 0165 0.25 3.8% 118 [0.72, 1.83] —
Gathercole & Masoura, 2004 0282 0114 184% 1.33 [1.06, 1.66]
Gihsonetal, 2014 0313 0143 117% 1.37 [1.03, 1.81]
Huls, 2017 0308 0181 10458% 1.36 [1.01, 1.83]
kehoe, Foulin-Cubois, & Friend, 2021 0.087 0172 3.1% 1.08[0.78, 1.53] 7
Chery, 2020 0 1] Mot estimable
FParra, Hoff & Care 2011 04 0162 9.1% 1.48[1.09, 2.04]
Sharp & Gathercole, 2013 0321 0184 101% 1.38 [1.02, 1.86]
Summers et al, 2010 006 0134 133% 1.06 [0.82, 1.38]
Tuller et al., 2019 0 1] Mot estimable
Waahtaranta etal, 2020 0144 0127 148% 1.15[0.90, 1.48]
Total (95% CI) 100.0% 1.26 [1.15, 1.39]
Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; ChiF=5.09 df=8 (P =079}, F= 0% EI 07 EI=1

Testfor overall effect 2= 4.75 (P = 0.00001) Favours [experimental]

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.4 NWR & current
exposure.

Figure 9 (Analysis 1.4)
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Funnel plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.4 NWR & current
exposure.

Figure 10 (Analysis 1.5)

Odds Ratio O
Study or Subgroup log[Odds Ratio] SE Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Ral
Antonijevic etal, 2018 -0.487 0151 13.6% 0.61[0.45, 0.82] T
de Almeida etal, 2017 0027 0184 118% 1.03[0.72 1.47]
Farabolini et al., 2021 -0.241 025 2.8% 0.79[0.4a, 1.28] -
Huls, 2017 0173 0151 136% 1.19[0.88, 1.60]
kaolak, 2020 -0.014 2 11.0% 0.99 [0.67, 1.46]
Li'el, 2017 -0185 0205 10.7% 0.83[0.56, 1.24] &
Limacher, 2014 0.032 0267 a.1% 1.03[0.61,1.74] 7
Ferez-Mavarro, Molinaro, & Lallier (2020) 0 ] Mot estimable
Summers etal, 2010 0042 0134 146% 1.04 [0.80, 1.36]
Thordardottir & Juliusdottir, 2013 0654 0277 7.8% 1.92[1.12, 3.31]
Total (95% CI) 100.0% 0.98 [0.80, 1.18]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.05; Chi*=1917, df=8({(F =001 *= 58% 0 |=:|5 I:IIE

Testfor overall effect £=0.24 (F=0.81) Favours [experimen

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.5 NWR & Age of onset to
a target language.

Figure 11 (Analysis 1.5)
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Funnel plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.5 NWR & Age of onset to
a target language.

Figure 13 (Analysis 1.14)
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Funnel plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.14 NWR & LE in
schoolers and beyond.
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Testfor overall effect £= 316 (F=0.00%
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Figure 14 (Analysis 1.7)
Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup log[Odds Ratio] SE Weight IV, Random, 95% CI |}
Altmanetal, 2014 0304 0127 A8.7% 1.36 [1.06, 1.74]
Antonijevic etal, 2018 -0.487 0151 4 8% 0.61[0.45, 0.82]
Brandeker & Thordardottir, 20145 0016 0156 4 6% 1.02[0.74, 1.38]
Caore, Chaturvedi & Marinez-Nadramia, 2017 0.06 0.0949 7.0% 1.068 [0.87,1.29]
Cuncan & Paradis, 2016 no4 o118 6.1% 1.04[0.83,1.31]
Engel de Ahreu etal, 2013 0492 0164 4.3% 1.64 [1.14, 2.26]
Farabolini et al., 2021 0016 025 2.4% 1.02 [0.62, 1.66] =
Gathercole & Masoura, 2004 0282 0114 G.3% 1.33[1.06, 1.66]
Gihzonetal, 20145 0313 0143 a.1% 1.37[1.03,1.81]
Huls, 2017 0235 0151 4.8% 1.26 [0.94,1.70]
kehoe, Poulin-Dubois, & Friend, 2021 0087 0172 4.1% 1.09[0.78, 1.53]
kolak, 2020 -0.014 0.z 3.4% 0.99 [0.67, 1.46]
Li'el, 2017 -0.085 0204 3.3% 0.91 [0.61, 1.348] =
Limacher, 2014 0045 0267 2.2% 1.05[0.62, 1.77] -
Cherg, 2020 n1az2 0104 6.7 % 1.20[0.98, 1.47]
Farra, Hoff & Care 2011 04 0162 4 4% 1.49[1.09, 2.048]
Ferez-Mavarro, Molinaro, & Lallier (2020) 0065 0125 a.8% 1.07 [0.84,1.36]
Feid, 2014 0.237 0.z a3.4% 1.27 [0.86, 1.88]
Sharp & Gathercole, 2013 0321 0154 4 7% 1.38[1.02, 1.86]
Summers etal, 2010 0051 0134 a.4% 1.05[0.81,1.37]
Waahtaranta etal., 2020 0208 0127 a.7% 1.23[0.96, 1.58]
Total (95% CI) 100.0% 1.15[1.05, 1.25]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.02; Chi®*= 37.36, df= 20 (F = 0.01); F= 46% IZIIE :

Favours [experin

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.7 Language-like NWR &
language exposure.

Figure 15 (Analysis 1.7)
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Funnel plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.7 Language-like NWR &

language exposure.

Figure 16 (Analysis 1.8)

Odds Ratio O
Study or Subgroup log[Odds Ratio] SE Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Ral
Altmanetal, 2014 0304 0127 7.E% 1.36 [1.06, 1.74]
Antonijevic etal, 2018 -0.487 0151 6.5% 0.61[0.45, 0.82]
Brandeker & Thordardaottir, 20145 0203 0079 104% 1.23[1.04,1.43]
de Almeida et al., 2017 014 0124 0.2% 1.15[0.80, 1.64] -
Cuncan & Paradis, 2016 n.o4 0118 2.1% 1.04 [0.83,1.31] 3
Engel de Ahreu etal, 2013 0492 0164 8.9% 1.64 [1.14, 2.26]
Farabolini et al., 2021 n.045 0.25 2.4% 1.05 [0.64, 1.71] —
Gathercole & Masoura, 2004 0282 0114 2.3% 1.33[1.06, 1.66]
kolak, 2020 -0.014 nz 4.7% 0.99 [0.67, 1.46] R
Li'el, 2017 0.002 0.205 45% 1.00[0.67, 1.50] R
Limacher, 2014 0.045 0267 3.1% 1.05[0.62, 1.77] m
Cherg, 2020 0136 0103 9.0% 1.15[0.94, 1.40]
Ferez-Mavarro, Molinaro, & Lallier (2020) 0065 01245 7.7 % 1.07 [0.84,1.36]
Tulleretal, 20149 -0.023 0121 a.0% 098 [0.77, 1.24] -
Waahtaranta etal., 2020 01ya 0127 7.E% 1.19[0.93, 1.53]
Total (95% CI) 100.0% 1.11 [1.00, 1.24]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.02; Chi*= 3031, df=14 (P = 0.007);, F=54%

Testfor overall effect £= 2.00 (F=0.05)

05 0.7

Favours [experimen

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.8 LE & NWR with

whole-word scoring.

Figure 17 (Analysis 1.8)
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Funnel plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.8 LE & NWR with

whole-word scoring.

Figure 18 (Analysis 1.14)

Odds Ratio Odds Rati
Study or Subgroup log[Odds Ratio] SE Weight [V, Random, 95% CI IV, Random, 9
Antonijevic etal, 2014 -0.487 01451 9.8% 061 [0.45, 0.82]
de Almeida et al, 2017 014 0134 a.6% 1.15[0.80, 1.64] T
Cuncan & Paradis, 2016 o4 o118 111% 1.04[0.83,1.31] A
Engel de Ahreu etal, 2013 0492 0164 9.4% 1.64[1.19, 2.26] T
Gathercole & Masoura, 2004 0282 0114 11.3% 1.33[1.06, 1.66] T
Gihsonetal, 2014 0313 0143 10.2% 1.37[1.03,1.81] e
Huls, 2017 0205 0151 9.8% 1.23[0.91, 1.648] =
kolak, 2020 -0.0145 (s a.0% 0.99 [0.67, 1.46] CTR B
Li'el, 2017 0.002 02045 7.9% 1.00[0.67,1.50] GRS
Feid, 2014 0.237 0.z 2.0% 1.27 [0.86, 1.88] = =
Thordardottir & Juliusdottir, 2013 0654 0277 5.8% 1.92[01.12, 3.31] o
Total (95% CI) 100.0% 1.17 [0.98, 1.38] E5h
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.05; Chi*=31.04, df=10 (P = 0.0006) F=E8% =II| - IZ|=5

Testfar overall effect £=1.76 {F=0.08)

Favours [experimental] Fav

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.14 NWR & LE in

schoolers and beyond.

Figure 19 (Analysis 1.15)

Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup log[Odds Ratio] SE Weight IV, Random, 95% CI |}
Altmanetal, 2014 0304 0127 7.9% 1.36 [1.06, 1.74]

Antonijevic etal., 2019 n 1] Mot estimahble

Core, Chaturvedi & Marinez-Nadramia, 2017 008 0099 12.9% 1.068 [0.87,1.29]

de Almeida etal., 2017 0094 0131 7.4% 1.10[0.85,1.42]

Cuncan & Paradis, 2016 n.o4 0118 9.1 % 1.04 [0.83,1.31]

Gathercole & Masoura, 2004 0299 0114 9.8% 1.35[1.08, 1.69]

Gihzonetal, 20145 0313 0143 B.2% 1.37 [1.03,1.81]

kalak, 2020 1 1] Mot estimahble

Li'el, 2017 0.002 0205 3.0% 1.00[0.67, 1.50]

Cherg, 2020 0136 0103 120% 1.15[0.94, 1.40]

Ferez-Mavarro, Molinaro, & Lallier (2020) 0065 0125 3.1% 1.07 [0.84,1.36]

Summers etal, 2010 0051 0134 7.1% 1.05[0.81,1.37]

Tulleretal, 20149 -0.023 0121 8.7 % 098 [0.77, 1.24]

Waahtaranta etal., 2020 0178 0127 7.9% 1.19[0.93, 1.53]

Total (95% CI) 100.0% 1.14 [1.06, 1.22]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=9.62, df=11 (F = 0.486); *= 0% Dlz IIIIE

Testfor overall effect £= 3.60 (F=0.0003

Favours [experin

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.15 Representativeness of

the exposed cohort (N>50).

Review Manager 5.4
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Figure 20 (Analysis 1.10)

Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup log[Odds Ratio] SE Weight IV, Random, 95% CI |
Altrman etal, 2014 0304 0127 5.8% 1.36 [1.06, 1.74]
Brandeker & Thordardaottir, 2014 0127 01585 41% 1.14[0.84, 1.54]
Core, Chaturvedi & Marinez-Madramia, 2017 0.06 0.0949 a.7% 1.06 [0.87,1.24]
de Almeida et al, 2017 0094 0131 5.5% 1.10[0.84,1.42]
Cuncan & Paradis, 2016 no4 0118 G.6% 1.04[0.83,1.31]
Engel de Ahreu etal., 2013 0492 0164 AT% 1.64 [1.19, 2.26]
Farabalini et al., 2021 0016 025 1.7% 1.02 [0.62, 1.66]
Gathercole & Masoura, 2004 0282 0114 A.9% 1.33[1.06, 1.66]
Gihsonetal, 2014 0313 0143 47% 1.37[1.03,1.81]
Huls, 2017 0205 01451 43% 1.23[0.91, 1.648]
kehoe, Foulin-Cubois, & Friend, 2021 0087 0172 34% 1.09[0.78, 1.53]
kolak, 2020 -0.014 0.z 2 6% 0.99 [0.67, 1.46]
Li'el, 2017 o2y 008 118% 1.03[0.88,1.20]
Limacher, 2014 0045 0267 1.5% 1.058[062 1.77]
Cherg, 2020 0136 0103 8.2% 1.15[0.94, 1.40]
Parra, Hoff & Care 2011 04 0162 3.8% 1.49[1.09, 2.048]
Pérez-Mavarro, Molinaro, & Lallier (2020) 0065 01245 B.0% 1.07 [0.84,1.36]
Sharp & Gathercole, 2013 0321 01454 42% 1.38[1.02, 1.86]
Summers et al, 2010 n.0as1 0134 5.3% 1.05[0.81,1.37]
Thordardottiv & Juliusdottir, 2013 0654 0277 1.4% 1.92[1.12 3.31]
Yaahtoranta et al., 2020 n 1] Mot estimahble
Total (95% CI) 100.0% 1.17 [1.10, 1.25]

Heterageneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=22.05, df=18 (P =028, F=14% l

Testfor overall effect 2= 4,73 (P = 0.00001) 01 F’-ru'u?fs [ﬁxr-erli::

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.10 NWR & LE in children
with typical language development.

Figure 21 (Analysis 1.16)
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Funnel plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.16 Representativeness
of the exposed cohort (N<50).

Figure 22 (Analysis 1.20)

Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup log[Odds Ratio] SE Weight IV, Random, 95% CI |}
Altmanetal, 2014 0304 0127 a8.1% 1.36 [1.06, 1.74]
Brandeker & Thordardottir, 2015 0136 01458 5.4% 1.15[0.84, 1.56]
Caore, Chaturvedi & Marinez-Nadramia, 2017 008 0099 12.8% 1.068 [0.87,1.29]
Engel de Ahreu etal., 2013 0492 0164 a.0% 1.64 [1.14, 2.26]
Gathercole & Masoura, 2004 0299 0114 9.9% 1.35[1.08, 1.69]
Gihzonetal, 20145 0313 0143 G.5% 1.37[1.03,1.81]
Huls, 2017 0205 0151 8.9% 1.23[0.91, 1.65]
kehoe, Poulin-Dubois, & Friend, 2021 0087 0172 4. 6% 1.09[0.78, 1.53]
kolak, 2020 -0.014 0.z a.4% 0.99 [0.67, 1.46]
Cherg, 2020 0136 0103 11.9% 1.15[0.94, 1.40]
Farra, Hoff & Care 2011 04 0162 8.1% 1.49[1.09, 2.048]
Ferez-Mavarro, Molinaro, & Lallier (2020) 0065 0125 3.4% 1.07 [0.84,1.36]
Sharp & Gathercole, 2013 0321 0154 8.7% 1.38[1.02, 1.86]
Summers etal, 2010 0051 0134 7.3% 1.05[0.81,1.37]
Total (95% CI) 100.0% 1.21[1.13, 1.31]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=13.86, df=13 (P =038); F= 6%

Testfor overall effect £= 516 (F = 0.00001) 0] 9.2 .

Favours [experin

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.20 NWR & LE in samples
with same languages spoken.

Figure 23 (Analysis 1.10)
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Funnel plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.10 NWR & LE in children
with typical language development.
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Testfor overall effect £= 283 (F=0.004)

New Flexible review 11-Jun-2022
Figure 26 (Analysis 1.17)
Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup log[Odds Ratio] SE Weight IV, Random, 95% CI |}
Altmanetal, 2014 0304 0127 G.8% 1.36 [1.06, 1.74]
Antonijevic etal, 2018 -0.487 0151 5.9% 0.61[0.45, 0.82]
Brandeker & Thordardottir, 20145 0136 01458 A8.7% 1.15[0.84, 1.56]
Core, Chaturvedi & Marinez-Nadramia, 2017 0.06 0.0949 7H% 1.06 [0.87,1.29]
de Almeida etal., 2017 014 0184 4.9% 1.15[0.80, 1.65]
Cuncan & Paradis, 2016 n.o04 0118 7.1% 1.04 [0.83,1.31]
Engel de Ahreu etal, 2013 0492 0164 8.5% 1.64 [1.14, 2.26]
Farabolini et al., 2021 0016 025 3.3% 1.02 [0.62, 1.66] e
Gathercole & Masoura, 2004 0299 0114 7.3% 1.35[1.08, 1.69]
Gihzonetal, 20145 0313 0143 B.2% 1.37 [1.03,1.81]
kehoe, Foulin-Dubois, & Friend, 2021 0087 0172 8.2% 1.09[0.78, 1.53]
Farra, Hoff & Care 2011 04 0162 5.5% 1.49[1.09, 2.048]
Sharp & Gathercole, 2013 0321 0154 5.8% 1.38[1.02, 1.86]
Summers etal, 2010 0051 0134 G.5% 1.05[0.81, 1.37]
Thordardottir & Juliusdottir, 2013 0654 0277 2.9% 1.92 01112, 3.31]
Tulleretal, 20149 -0.023 0121 7.0% 098 [0.77, 1.24]
Waahtaranta etal., 2020 0178 0127 G.8% 1.19[0.93, 1.53]
Total (95% CI) 100.0% 1.47 [1.05, 1.31]
Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.03; Chi®= 38.88, df=16 (F = 0.001); F=59% DIE 0

Favours [experin

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.17 NWR & LE published

data cleaned.

Figure 27 (Analysis 1.17)
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Funnel plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.17 NWR & LE published

data cleaned.
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Figure 28 (Analysis 1.18)
Odds Ratio

Study or Subgroup log[Odds Ratio] SE Weight IV, Random, 95% CI |}

Caore, Chaturvedi & Marinez-Nadramia, 2017 006 0099 258% 1.06 [0.87,1.29]

Huls, 2017 0205 0151 1MM1% 1.23[0.91, 1.659]

kaolak, 2020 -0.014 0.z B.3% 0.99 [0.67, 1.46]

Li'el, 2017 0.002 0.205 G.0% 1.00 [0.67, 1.50]

Limacher, 2014 0106 0.238 4.5% 1.1 [0.70,1.77]

Cherg, 2020 0136 0103 238% 1.15[0.94, 1.40]

Ferez-Mavarro, Molinaro, & Lallier (2020) 0065 0125 16.2% 1.07 [0.84,1.36]

Feid, 2014 0.237 0.z G.3% 1.27 [0.86, 1.88]

Total (95% CI) 100.0% 1.11[1.00, 1.22]

Heterogeneity: Tau®= 0.00; Chi*=1.88, df =7 (P=0497) F=0% IZIIE IIII

Testfor overall effect. £=1.99 (F=0.05)

Favours [experin

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.18 NWR & LE

unpublished data cleaned.

Figure 29 (Analysis 1.18)
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Funnel plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.18 NWR & LE

unpublished data cleaned.
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Figure 30 (Analysis 1.9)

Odds Ratio
Study or Subgroup log[Odds Ratio] SE Weight IV, Random, 95% CI |
Altrman etal, 2014 0304 0127 9.2% 1.36 [1.06, 1.74]
Antonijevic etal, 2018 -0.487 01451 a.2% 0.61[0.45, 0.82]
Brandeker & Thordardaottir, 2014 0136 0158 T.9% 1.15[0.84, 1.56]
Core, Chaturvedi & Marinez-Madramia, 2017 006 00498 10.5% 1.06[0.87,1.24]
Farabalini et al., 2021 0013 024 4 9% 0.99 [0.60, 1.61]
Gihsonetal, 2014 0313 0143 a.5% 1.37[1.03,1.81]
Huls, 2017 0205 01451 a.2% 1.23[0.91, 1.648]
kehoe, Foulin-Cubois, & Friend, 2021 0087 0172 T.3% 1.09[0.78, 1.53]
Parra, Hoff & Care 2011 04 0162 T.7% 1.49[1.09, 2.048]
Feid, 2014 0.237 0.2 G.3% 1.27 [0.86, 1.88]
Sharp & Gathercole, 2013 0321 01454 8.1% 1.38[1.02, 1.86]
Summers et al, 2010 n.o0s1 0134 2.9% 1.05[0.81,1.37]
Thordardottir & Juliusdottir, 2013 0654 0277 4 3% 1.92[1.12, 3.31]
Total (95% CI) 100.0% 117 [1.02, 1.34]

Heterogeneity: Tau? = 0.04; Chi#= 30,30, df= 12 (P = 0.003); F= 60%

T T |
Testfor averall effect: 7= 2.28 (P = 0.02) 01 0.z

Favours [rxperir

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.9 LE & NWR with
phoneme scoring.

Figure 32 (Analysis 1.31)
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Funnel plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.31 Non-words’ syllabic
range between 3 and 2, excluding 6-syllabic nonwords and above.
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Figure 33 (Analysis 1.29)

Odds Ratio Odd:
Study or Subgroup log[Odds Ratiol SE Weight IV, Random, 95% CI IV, Rand
Altrman etal, 2014 0304 0127 132% 1.36 [1.06, 1.74]
de Almeida et al, 2017 014 0184 T.9% 1.14 [0.80, 1.649] .
Engel de Ahreu etal., 2013 0482 0164 9.4% 1.64 [1.19, 2.26]
Gathercole & Masoura, 2004 0289 0114 181% 1.35[1.08, 1.64]
Huls, 2017 02 0181 1058% 1.22[0.91, 1.64] b
kehoe, Foulin-Cubois, & Friend, 2021 0.087 0172 8.7% 1.08[0.78, 1.53] -
kolak, 2020 -0.0145 (1 B.9% 0.99 [0.67, 1.46] S
Sharp & Gathercole, 2013 0321 01584 103% 1.38 [1.02, 1.86]
Thordardottir & Juliusdottir, 2013 0.654 0277 40% 1.82 1112, 3.31]
Tulleretal, 20149 -0.023 0121 14.0% 088 [0.77F, 1.24] —
Total (95% CI) 100.0% 1.25[1.12, 1.41]
Heterageneity: Tau®=0.01;, ChF=12.77, df=8(F =017, F= 30% IZI=5 Eli?

Testfor overall effect 2= 3.84 (P =0.0001} Favours [experimental]

Forest plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.29 amount of nonwords
higher than 40.

Figure 38 (Analysis 1.29)
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Funnel plot of comparison: 1 Nonword repetition and language exposure, outcome: 1.29 amount of nonwords
higher than 40.

Sources of support

Internal sources

@ No sources of support provided
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External sources

@ No sources of support provided
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Appendices
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